MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSITION OF ACQUIRED 
LANDS UNDER THE BANKHEAD-JONES ACT 





HEARING 


BEFORE THE 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS 


COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFATRS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


EIGHTY-THIRD CONGRESS 
SECOND SESSION 


SEP 1 6 1954 
LAW LIBRARY 


JULY 26, 1954 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 


Serial No. 21 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICH 
WASHINGTON : 1954 











COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 


A. L. MILLER, 


WESLEY A. D’EWART, Montana 
JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 
WILLIAM H. HARRISON, Wyoming 
J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 
E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 

H. R. GROSS, Iowa 

GEORGE H. BENDER, Ohio 
WILLIAM A. DAWSON, Utal 

JACK WESTLAND, Washington 
JOHN R. PILLION, New York 
CLIFTON (CLIFF) YOUNG, Nevada 
CRAIG HOSMER, California 

JOHN J. RHODES, Arizona 
HAMER H. BUDGE, Idaho 


SUBCOMMITTEE 


WESLEY A 


A. L. MILLER, Nebraska 

JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 
WILLIAM H. HARRISON, Wyomi 
J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 
E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 

H. R. GROSS, Iowa 

GEORGE H. BENDER, Ohio 
JOHN R. PILLION, New York 


CLIFTON (CLIFF) YOUNG, Nevada 


CRAIG HOSMER, California 
JOHN J. RHODES, Arizona 
HAMER H. BUDGE, Idaho 


Ir 


Nebraska, Chairman 


CLAIR ENGLE, California 

KEN REGAN, Texas 

LLOYD M. BENTSEN, JR. Texas 
WAYNE N. ASPINALL, Colorado 
SAMUEL W. YORTY, California 
JAMES G. DONOVAN, New York 
LEO W. O’BRIEN, New York 
WALTER ROGERS, Texas 

MRS. GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 
JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 
GEORGE A. SHUFORD, North Carolina 


E. L. BARTLETT, Alaska 
ANTONIO FERNOS-ISERN, Puerto Rico 





ON Pusuiic LANDS 


D’EWART, Montana, Chairman 


CLAIR ENGLE, California 

LLOYD M. BENTSEN, Jr., Texas 
WAYNE N. ASPINALL, Colorado 
SAMUEL W. YORTY, California 
JAMES G. DONOVAN, New York 
EUGENE J. McCARTHY, Minnesota 
MRS. GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 
GEORGE A. SHUFORD, North Carolina 
WALTER ROGERS, Texas 


E. L. BARTLETT, Alaska 
ANTONIO FERNOS-ISERN, Puerto Rico 





Statement of 





Edward C, Craft Assistance 
ard G. Gres Chie 

Forest Service and Edwar 
ment of Agriculture 

Edward Woosley, Director 
panied by William G. Gu 
Lanigan, Acting Assistant 

Harvey Mc Kitterick, repress 


INDEX 


WITNESSES 
Page 
( Fo tes ce é anied Dy 
Divi of Land Utiliza Project 
KF, M t, A ciate Sol Dey urt 
2 
Bureau of Land Manageme1 n 
rl Associate Director, and Jam \ 
Solic r, Department of the Interioz 23 
nting the Bure of the Budget 30 


lil 











MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSITION OF ACQUIRED LANDS 
UNDER THE BANKHEAD-JONES ACT 


MONDAY, JULY 26, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTER ON PusB.iic LANDs, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Wesley A. D’Ewart, 
presiding. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will please 
come to order. This is a special meeting of this subcommittee for 
the purpose of reviewing the Bankhead-Jones title III lands and 
their management and disposition. 

This matter has been of some concern to this committee for a number 
of years. On March 23, 1954, the Department of Agriculture issued 
a certain directive calling attention to the need of legislation in 
connection with this problem. 

There are now in general terms some 7.3 million acres of Bankhead- 
Jones title III acquired lands of the United States. Certainly their 
present method of disposition and management is not in the best 
interests of economy or of the lands themselves. 

This morning we have invited representatives of the Department 
of Agriculture, the Department of the Interior and representatives of 
the Bureau of the Budget to appear before this committee and generally 
apprise us as to the general policy in regard to the management of 
these lands and future plans. 

It is my understanding the President has now turned over to the 
Bureau of the Budget certain responsibility that was formerly in him 
in regard to these lands. I am going to ask Mr. Edward C. Crafts, 
Assistant Chief, Forest Service, to make the first statement, because 
those lands about a year ago were turned over to the Department of 
Agriculture by Executive order of the President for management 
until, as I believe the law reads, final disposition is made. 1 doubt 
very much if we have come to a final disposition vet. 

Mr. Crafts, we are glad to have you here. I understand you are 
the best informed man in the Department of Agriculture on this 
subject, and we appreciate your coming. 

Mr. Crarts. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Do you have a statement you would like to make? 

Mr. Crarts. I have some material which I would like to pass out 
to the committee. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. CRAFTS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD G. GREST, CHIEF OF THE 
DIVISION OF LAND UTILIZATION PROJECTS, FOREST SERVICE, 
AND EDWARD F. MYNATT, ASSOCIATE SOLICITOR, U.S. D. A. 


@ Mr. Crarts. My name is Edward Crafts. I am one of the Assist- 
ant Chiefs of the Forest Service. There are also here from the De- 
partment this morning Mr. Edward Grest, who is in charge of these 
lands, and Mr. E. F. Mynatt, Associate Solicitor of the Department. 

I think the committee might like first to run through these several 
tables which you now have before you so as to picture the status 
of these lands; then I plan to discuss the policy statement of March 23 
which the Departmet it has prepared and also the letter of Tuly 12 to 
the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, which you also have 
before you and to which is attached certain recommended legislation. 

The first table is a brief summary of the some 10 million acres 
which have been acquired or administered under title III of the Bank- 
head-Jones Act at one time or another. 

At the beginning of this calendar year there were a little over 7 
million acres assigned to the Soil Conservation Service and about 1.5 
million acres assigned to the Forest Service. On the 2d of January, 
all of these lands were assigned by the Secretary to the Forest Service 
for administration, management and ultimate disposal. 

In addition there are a little over 4,000 acres, an area in Oklahoma, 
which is assigned to the Agricultural Research Service. 

The lands now in the Department of Agriculture have been admin- 
istered by the De partme nt since 1937 or since their acquisition. 

There have been 27,400 acres sold at one time or another; also 
there have been the various acreages which you see listed in table 1 
transferred to different agencies of the Department of the Interior. 
Then there are 25,300 acres transferred to the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission and 137,100 acres transferred to the Department of Defense. 

That summarizes the transfers of these lands to the various agencies 
of the Government. 

Turning to table 2, the total acreage of 8.8 million acres in the 
Department of Agriculture is the total of the second, third, and fourth 
items in the first table — those lands assigned to the Soil Conservation 
Service, the Forest Service, and the Agricultural Research Service. 
Of that 8.8 million acres there are about 7.7 million that are subject 
to disposal under the policy which the Department adopted last 
March. That acreage in turn is divided into two main groups. Some- 
thing over 800,000 acres of land have been under long-term lease to 
non-Federal public agencies, mainly to States. The leases usually 
are for 99 years. Then there are some nearly 7 million acres that are 
either under short-term lease or are administered directly by the 
Department of Agriculture. I will refer to these further in just a 
moment. 

In addition, there are in the Department of Agriculture about 
1 million acres which are divided as follows: 837,400 acres of land 
have been given national forest status at one time or another; some 
98,200 acres have been exchanged over the years for a larger acreage 
of 196,000 acres which have become national forest; and 137,800 
acres are administered currently under title III of the Bankhead- 
Jones Act, but in close association with national forests and which 
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the Department believes should not be subject to the disposal policy 
enunciated in the March 23 statement. 

Turning to table 3, you see a breakdown by States of the lands 
under long-term oe This is the 800,000 acres which I mentioned 
before and is located in 72 different areas in a considerable number 
of States. I will come sans k to the policy of disposal of those lands 
in a few moments, but that policy is actively being implemented at 
the present time. Offers have been made to the listed States or to 
the lessees for transfer of those lands to them. And as of the end of 
June of this year, as you will see in the right-hand column of table 3, 
that about 75,000 acres have actually been transferred. 

Turning next to table 4, you will find a summary by States of the 
roughly 7 million acres of land which are either under short-term 
lease or under direct administration by the Department and which 
are subject to the disposal policy of Jast March. Running across 
the various columns you can see that of the nearly 7 million acres 
about 405,000 were public domain; most of the 7 million acres— 
something over 5 million—are under short-term lease to local graz- 
ing associations, grazing districts and soil conservation districts; and 
a little less than 2 million have been under direct administration by 
the Department. 

The next three columns to the right show the principal uses of these 
lands. Something over 6 million acres are primarily suitable for 
grazing; about half a million are primarily suitable for timber produc- 
tion, and 100,000 acres for various other types of uses which are listed 
in the footnote. 

In the last calendar year (1953) the receipts from these lands were 
something under $2 million. 

The last table, table 5, which is a little different type of table, sum- 
marizes for you the types of improvements that have been made on 
these 7 million acres of land that are now subject to disposal. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, about the beginning of this year when these 
lands were transferred to the Forest Service, the Department began 
to give serious thought to the question of the future of these lands— 
whether they should continue to be administered by the Department, 
whether they should be transferred to the States, sold to private 
owners, or just what should be the future policy. A number of con- 
ferences were held between the Department of Agriculture, the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Department of the Interior and from those 
conferences has evolved the policy statement of March 23 which 
you have before you. 

Also, the Department had been requested to report on about half a 
dozen different bills pending in the Congress that would dispose of 
individual tracts or would give the Secretary authority under certain 
conditions to dispose of all title III lands. Consequently there also 
was prepared, in addition to the policy statement, a report on all of 
that group of bills, which had been referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture. In this report the Department expressed to the Congress 
the policies adopted on March 23 and also submitted a proposed draft 
of legislation which it believed necessary to enable the Department 
to fully implement the policy statement. 

I think perhaps it might be best for me to go over a few of the 
paragraphs in the Department’s report and then come back to the 
policy statement. So, if you will turn to that letter of July 12, to 
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the second page, skipping the first page, and pick it up at the begin- 
ning of the first full paragraph on the second page, you will find 
summarized there our present authority with respect to these lands. 
It is explained that the Secretary now has authority under the Bank- 
head-Jones Act to sell, exchange, or grant lands administered under 
this act only to public authorities and agencies, and only on condition 
that the property continues to be used for public purposes. In addi- 
tion, we have authority to exchange lands with private owners under 
certain specifications; but we do not have authority at the present 
time to sell or grant these lands to private individuals. 

As a result of the consideration that has been given to these lands 
over the past year, we believe that a program for these lands should 
be sufficiently flexible to enable the retention in Federal ownership 
or other public ownership—State ownership, for example—of those 
lands which do not appear to be suitable for permanent private 
ownership or which have higher priority public values. This program 
should also provide for the further orderly development of those lands 
which have been sufficiently rehabilitated to be suitable for prmanent 
private ownership, by encouraging their transfer to private parties. 

The first step of the program that the Department has adopted is 
offering to convey title to title II] lands which are under long-term 
lease. I mentioned that earlier. Those are lands listed in table 3— 
819,000 acres. Those offers were made about a year ago, and con- 
veyances are now underway to those States which wish to acquire 
title. The conveyance is being made without consideration and it is 
not necessary to hav e legislation to accomplish this. The authority 
for that is already in the Bankhead-Jones Act. 

However, the great bulk of the lands, about 7 million acres, are not 
under long-term lease; they are under either short-term lease or under 

direct administration, and the Department believes with respect to 
this group of lands that a determination should first be made as to 
which of these lands should remain in Federal ownership, either in 
the Department of Agriculture or by transfer to other Federal agencies. 
Secondly, the Department believes that some of the lands currently 
devoted to research purposes perhaps should be donated to non- 
Federal public agencies—State agencies—for continued research. 
Third, lands which are not to be retained in Federal ownership or 
donated for résearch purposes should be offered to State agencies at 
a price to be negotiated commensurate with the value of the lands 
but not less than the original purchase price. 

Authority exists already to implement those three steps. The 
authority for final decision as to transfer from the Department of 
Agriculture to other Federal agencies according to the law rests in the 
President and, according to a recent Executive order of May 10 the 
President has delegated that authority to the Bureau of the Budget. 
So with respect to the proposed transfers of these lands to other Fed- 
eral agencies under the present law, the Secretary can recommend to 
the Bureau of the Budget, which would make the final decision. 

In addition to these three things which can be done under the 
resent law, there are some additional steps which the Department 
velieves are desirable. 

Mr. D’Ewart. This committee would also have the right to make 

such recommendations to the Bureau of the Budget, I believe? Is not 
that true? 
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Mr. Crarts. I would like to ask Mr. Mynatt to answer that. 

Mr. Mynartr. The way the statute presently reads, the Secretary, 
meaning the Secretary of Agriculture, may recommend to the Presi- 
dent other Federal, State, or Territorial agencies to administer such 
property. Of course the statute goes only that far, but I am sure a 
recommendation could come from any congressional group. 

Mr. Crarts. There are two other steps which the Department 
believes desirable, and which would require legislation. First, the 
Department believes it should be possible to donate small tracts of 
these lands for campsites and other purposes to worthy youth organi- 
zations—such as the Boy Scouts—established for educational, agri- 
cultural, or conservation purposes. 

The second step W hich would require legislation is that lands should 
be offered for sale to private owners if not otherwise earmarked and if 
suitable for permanent private ownership. The sale offering should 
be for not less than the current market value and preference considera- 
tion should be given to the current users of the lands. 

In addition to these various steps which the Department believes 
should be taken, there is the question of how to handle the mineral 
values of the lands to be disposed of. The Department has recom- 
mended in this proposed legislation that when the lands are to be 
disposed of to private interests provision should be made for the 
Secretary of the Interior to make a determination as to whether the 
lands are valuable for minerals; if not, there should be no reservation 
of mineral values. If they are valuable for minerals subject to the 
mineral leasing laws, those minerals should be reserved to be developed 
under those laws. Where the lands are believed to be valuable for 
minerals not subject to the leasing laws, the mineral rights should be 
offered to the surface purchaser or, if he is not interested, to the highest 
bidder. 

There are a couple of other provisions in the bill which has been 
proposed which are covered down at the bottom of the fourth page of 
the letter of July 12 

Mr. D’Ewart. I would like to have you discuss the second para- 
graph on page 4—transfer to other public agencies. 

Mr. Crarts. I meant to do that. I am sorry. Thank you, Mr. 
D’Ewart. 

The Department feels that these various steps—transfer to other 
Federal agencies; donation for research purposes; sale to the States 
donation to youth groups; and sale to private owners, will require a 
reasonable period, perhaps 5 years, perhaps 10 years. After that there 
will be some remnants of these lands that are still in the Department 
of Agriculture and which are not devoted to a specific purpose in the 
Department. These lands should then be transferred to the Depart- 
ment of Interior for continued administration or disposal under the 
same terms. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Do you think it would be advisable to make that 
disposition subject to the isolated-tract law? 

Mr. Crarts. I do not believe I can answer that, because I am not 
familiar with the isolated-tract law. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Under the isolated-tract law tracts up to 1,240 or 
1,280 acres can be disposed of if they are isolated and are not needed 
by the Federal Government, under the theory that those tracts are 
scattered and oftentimes the cost of management is greater than any 

50670—54——2 
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return from them. You said these small tracts scattered here and 
there are to be transferred to the Department of the Interior. My 
question was if they are transferred would it not be advisable to make 
them subject to the isolated tract law that is now on the statute books? 

Mr. Crarrs. I can only express my personal views, because I 
believe the Department and the Budget Bureau have taken no 
position on that point. I would think if the provisions of that law 
are as you describe, it would fit in with the intent of this policy. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Very generally, that is the intent of the provisions 
of that law. 

Mr. Crarrs. There are two other provisions in the bill which has 
been recommended. One is that there would be conferred on the 
Secretary of the Interior discretionary authority to dispose of public 
lands under his jurisdiction that are contiguous or near to lands being 
disposed of by the Secretary of Agriculture, in the same manner as 
prov ided for title III lands. 

The last provision is one that would prescribe a method of financing 
the transfer and disposition activities, particularly the cost of the 
mineral determinations which the Secretary of the Interior would be 
called upon to make prior to the sale of these lands to private parties. 
If he is not able to make those mineral determinations, those sales 
could not go forward. 

Now if you will turn to the third statement which I gave you, which 
is the Department’ s March 23 policy statement, you will find it to 
be largely a repetition of what I have just told you; but there may be 
one or two points in it which I have not previously mentioned. 

The first item in the policy statement makes clear to which of these 
title III lands the policy does not apply. The second item describes 
the authority that the Secretary now has; the third item explains 
that the Secretary does not now have authority to sell or grant to 
private owners; the fourth and fifth items briefly describe the classifi- 
cations of the lands. 

A close check will indicate some apparent discrepancies between 
tables 3 and 4 and the figures in items 4 and 5 of the policy statement. 
These do not affect any policy conclusions and are reconcilable. They 
are due to some minor differences in tabulating areas and to events 
which have occurred between the time the policy statement was pre- 
pared in March and the pre paration of these tables in July. 

Then coming to item 5, there are a series of subitems designated 
(a), (6), (c), (d), and so forth, all dealing with the 7 million acres that 
are under short-term lease or direct administration. These subitems 
are in order of priority; that is, these are the steps in the order in which 
they will be taken, which is rather important. 

In (6) the first step is to determine which lands should remain in 
Federal ownership. And in connection with that step there is now 
under consideration in the Secretary’s office a proposed commuoica- 
tion to the other departments of the Government which would set up 

ertain criteria for retention in Federal ownership and which would 

invite other departments to apply for these lands. The Secretary 
would then consider whether these applications would meet the eri- 
teria and, if he concluded they did, he would recommend to the Bureau 
of the Budget that the lands be transferred to the applying Federal 
agency. 

Step (c) is the discretionary transfer for research purposes; step (d) 
is the sale offering to State agencies. 
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You will notice, as I said before, that items (6), (c) and (d) can now 
be done under present authority. 

Step (e) is the donation to youth groups for campsite purposes with 
a restriction on the number that can be donated to any one group in 
any one State. 

‘The next item (/) is the offering for sale to private owners. The 
offering for sale to private owners would not occur until the other 
steps had first been gone through. 

Item (g) discusses what I have already covered on how to handle 
the minera] values and item (h) is the transfer of the remainder of 
these Jands after a reasonable period to the Secretary of the Interior. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that concludes a rather brief summation 
of the steps the Depsrtment has taken and of its present policy with 
respect to these lands. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I think you have made a very clear and Jucid 
explanation of the general picture; but when you get down to the 
concrete interests it was not near as lucid or near as clear. 

I would like to call the committee’s attention to table 4 and there 
you find there are in Montana 1,934,020 acres of this kind of land, all 
classified as grazing, none of which is forest and none of which is 
used for other purposes, and those lands are scattered throughout the 
State. And this is just illustrative of what is true, I think, in other 
Western States. In some of them the land is as much as 200 miles 
from any national forest, located in Taylor grazing districts under the 
Bureau of Land Management: yet under the Executive order of a 
year ago they were all transferred to the Forest Service for manage- 
ment. The result was there was confusion, increased expense, and it 
did not lend itself to better efficiency or better management of those 
areas. I believe you will agree with thet general statement. 

There is by no means agreement in Montana as to how they should 
be disposed of. A great many cattlemen and sheepmen think they 
should stay in Federal ownership and be managed under the Taylor 
grazing law and State grazing districts which we have in Montana. I 
am inclined to agree. But there are certain tracts in Montana, as 
there are in other States, that undoubtedly should be returned to the 
tax rolls and you provide for that instance in the management. of these 
lands. 

But now, under this policy, is it your thought that you would 1 
view this 1,900,000 acres and decide what should be returned to the 
Bureau of Land Management for management under the Taylor 
grazing law, State grazing districts, or things like that, probably under 
the first step? 

Mr. Crarts. That is right. If the Department of the Interior ap- 
plied for those lands, the Department would consider, in view of In- 
terior’s application, whether those lands should remain in Federal 
ownership and, if so, it would then recommend to the Bureau of the 
Budget that they be transferred to Interior. 

Mr. Saytor. That would be under section (b) of article V of the 
policy statement; is that right? 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct. 

I might say, Mr. D’Ewart, here is an example of part of what you 
are talking about [exhibiting map]. It shows the great intermingling 
of the different ownerships in Montana. 

Mr. D’Ewart. That is a good picture of the situation in Montana 
and the difficulties of management of those areas. We should give 
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further consideration to the agency in which management of those 
lands should be vested. 

Mr. Crarts. I have, also, if the committee cares to see them, 
smaller maps which show the location of the areas which would be 
subject to disposal. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Who is to make this determination as to where the 
management of these lands shall finally lodge? 

Mr. Crarrs. Do you mean whether they should lodge in Interior 
or Agriculture or whether they should lodge in the Federal Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Yes, or whether they should lodge in the States or 
whether they should be returned to private ownership or whether 
they should go for experimental purposes or what should become of 
them? 

Who makes that final determination? 

Mr. Crarts. The determination as to whether or not they should 
go to another Federal agency is in the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The Department of the Interior or the Department 
of Agriculture would make recommendation to the Bureau of the 
Budget and it would be their final determination? 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct as to whether they are to be trans- 
ferred to the Department of the Interior. If they are not so trans- 
ferred, then the Department of Agriculture would, under this policy, 
offer to sell these lands to the States. If the States chose not to buy 
them, they would then, if new legislation is passed, be offered for sale 
to private owners, provided they were adjudged suitable for per- 
manent private ownership. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Are the State agencies being consulted in this step? 

Again, I apologize for returning to the situation in Montana, but 
we have 5 million acres of State lands under the management of the 
State land board and we have been setting up State grazing districts— 
grass-conservation districts of one kind and another—for the better 
management of these areas and it is of great concern to the people 
who live either on, or close to these areas, as to the final disposition of 
these lands. 

Are local interests being consulted in any way in regard to this 
problem? 

Mr. Crarrs. With respect to lands under long-term lease, the 
States have all been contacted: with respect to the other lands this 
policy statement has been given fairly general distribution and there 
have been a number of conferences between representatives of the 
States and representatives of the Department and the States. There 
has not been any general meeting at which all States were brought 
together to discuss it. 

Mr. D’Ewart. No, and I do not think that is necessary, because 
it is a local problem in each instance rather than a general problem. 
The general policy is to be established by you. It means quite a bit 
to the local people as to where this land finally goes. In fact, there 
are many groups in my State which would be very hesitant to see 
some of these areas returned to the private tax rolls. They would 
like to see them either under Federal or State management, and I 
know there would be a problem. On the other hand, there are tracts 
which should be on the tax rolls. 
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Mr. Piuuron. May I ask how that would be determined, Mr. 
Chairman, as to which tracts should be retained on the public rolls 
and which might be determined to go to private interests? 

How is that determination made and by whom? 

Mr. Crarts. The determination as to whether the lands will be 
offered to private owners for sale, assuming legislation is enacted 
which would permit that, would be made by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, who would determine whether these lands were suitable for 
permanent private ownership. If they were, he would offer them for 
sale; if they were not and if the States did not want them and other 
Federal agencies did not want them, they would become a part of 
this group of “tag ends’ which eventually would be transferred to 
the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Pruui0on. Before that determination is made, is there not a 
determination to be made between the departments as to whether, 
for instance, the Department of the Interior would ask for the trans- 
fer of those lands, and by asking for a transfer, they would, then, 
remain under Federal ownership under the Taylor Grazing Act? 

Mr. Crarts. That is right. 

Mr. Piuuion. So, that determination is first made by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget and the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture? 

Mr. Crarts. As to whether they stay in Federal ownership, yes; 
and, then, all the lands that are not classified for continued Federal 
ownership are then offered to the States; then, for those that the 
States do not take, there is a determination made by the Secretary 
of Agriculture as to which should be offered for sale to private owners. 

Mr. Piuiron. There is a very important policy decision to be 
made, then? 

Mr. Crarrs. That is correct. 

Mr. Priuuion. There is a very important policy decision to be made 
by the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget as 
to what lands are to remain public lands and what lands will be offered 
for sale. In other words, they make the determination first. 

If the Department of the Interior requests that certain lands be 
transferred to its jurisdiction under the Taylor Grazing Act, then 
that is a very important decision because they can take practically 
all the land or any of it or none of it? 

Mr. Crarrs. That is a very important step, Mr. Pillion. The De- 
partment of the Interior only applies for these lands to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and then the Department of Agriculture has to 
make its recommendation to the Bureau of the Budget and it may, 
or may not, accept completely the recommendations of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

Mr. Pituion. Do you have any idea what principles, or what the 
basis may be for any determination by the Department of the Interior 
as to how much of these lands in, for instance, Montana may be 
requested to be transferred to the Department of the Interior for 
administration under the Taylor Grazing Act? 

Mr. Crarrs. We have not gotten very far with respect to how much 
of this land might be transferred. 

As I mentioned, there is now under consideration in the Department 
possible criteria or general guides which lands would have to meet in 
order to qualify for retention in Federal ownership. Those have 
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not been adopted by the Department. They are simply in the 
formative stage. 

If this procedure is set up, there would be three criteria which I 
can describe to you; but bear in mind these are not Department policy 
at the present time. They are just under consideration. 

There would be really three groups of criteria for land to remain in 
Federal ownership. First, the general use and administration of the 
lands applied for must be in accordance with the purposes of the land 
conservation and utilization program, as enumerated in section 31 (ce) 
of the Bankhead-Jones Act. The law states the Secretary may rec- 
ommend to the President other Federal, State or Territorial agency 
to administer such property together with the conditions of use and 
administration, which will best serve the purposes of the land con- 
servation and land utilization program. 

Mr. Pituion. Mr. Crafts, right there: Are we to understand from 
that that if such lands were turned over to the Department of the 
Interior, or any agency of the Federal Government, they would still 
be subject to the provisions of the Bankhead-Jones Act? 

Mr. Crarts. They would still have to be administered in accord- 
ance with the purposes of title III of that act. 

Mr. Mynatr. That is correct, but they would not necessarily re- 
main under this act. They could be transferred to another act for 
administration. 

Mr. Piiui0on. But, they could be transferred. What you are try- 
ing to do, if you take the interpretation that you have placed on that 
act, you are saying that, forever after, these lands, regardless of wha 
agency of the Government holds them, must be subject to the pro- 
visions of the Bankhead-Jones Act. 

I certainly do not believe that that was the intent of Congress. 

Mr. Mynarrt. Mr. Pillion, we do not take the position that they 
must be subject forever to the terms of the Bankhead-Jones Act 
What the act says is that upon transfer, there will be conditions of 
use and administration which will best serve the purposes of a land 
conservation and land utilization program. It is a broad general 
program so that these lands, for example, could certainly be trans- 
ferred and placed in the Park Service and become Park Service lands. 
They are no longer title IJ] lands, but they continue to meet the 
broad purposes of a land utilization program. Many thousands of 
acres which were originally administered under title III have lost that 
status by transfer to other activities. 

Mr. Crarts. The second criterion which might be applied to these 
applications for retention in Federal ownership is that it would be 
necessary to demonstrate that the lands are primarily suitable for 
public ownership, in contrast to private ownership. 

Among the criteria to be considered in such determination would be 
whether the lands are economically submarginal for permanent pri- 
vate ownership. For example, whether they are uneconomical for 
farming through periods of both prosperity and depression. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Let me ask a question there to see if I understand 
this clearly. 

You are saying now that even though the lands belong to the 
Federal Government it must be shown that they could be, as I under- 
stand it, profitable as private lands before they are finally determined 
to be public lands. Is that the meaning of that statement? 
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Mr. Crarts. That is right. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Well, is not that just a little bit different to what 
we have had heretofore? Heretofore, we had the burden of showing 
that they could be used profitably as private lands before they re- 
verted from the status or could be changed from the status of public 
lands. 

Mr. Crarts. I am not sure that I get that distinction, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnautu. What I was asking is whether or not you have made 
a change in policy. In other words, as I understand the policy here- 
tofore, on public lands before they should become private lands it 
must be shown that they could be profitably used as private lands. 

Mr. Crarrts. I think that it would probably be fair to say that 
there has been a shift in emphasis, and that the intent here is to put 
them in private ownership unless it is shown that they are not suitable 
for private ownership. 

Mr. Pituion. May I ask this question? 

Were these lands acquired with the idea that they were not suitable 
for private ownership, and has there been a change now in the deter- 
mination? 

Mr. Crarts. These lands were acquired under various laws, and 
under various conditions, but by and large it was thought that they 
were submarginal lands. 

Mr. Sartor. Were not all of these lands, or a majority of these 
lands, in private ownership at the time they were acquired? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, sir. They were mostly rundown farmlands, 
and overgerazed lands, and lands in the dust-bowl areas under private 
ownership. 

Mr. Piiuio0n. Since that time there has been a change, evidently, 
in the status of these lands. Many of them are now considered to 
be suitable for private ownership, and for cultivation or for private 
use? 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct, and there have been improvements 
and various things done to the lands to rehabilitate them as shown 
in table 5. 

Mr. Priuron. I am very much interested in finding out just what 
might happen in a State such as Montana, where you will determine, 
perhaps, that much of the land can be utilized for private use, and 
you find that the people in that State, perhaps, do not want it in 
private use, but would prefer to have it under Federal control. 

What happens in that instance? 

Mr. Crarts. I imagine, Mr. Pillion, that the views of the people 
of Montana will be a factor in the Secretary’s determination as to 
whether they should be private or public. 

Mr. Prition. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. Aspinauu. If the gentleman from New York will yield, it simply 
revolves around this. If there are any prospective values there, 
either the State will or the private individual will want the lands, 
but if there are no values, they will be willing to leave the land in the 
hands of Federal control. 

That is what it does; does it not? 

Mr. Crarts. Not quite that, because there are some other criteria 
besides the one of economic marginality, orsubmarginality. I haven’t 
gotten to the others as yet. 
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Mr. AsprnaLu. Well, I can understand when you begin to talk 
about parks and recreational areas, as to what they are, and that may 
be true. 

Mr. Crarts. Without going into further details, there are three 
points of determination as to whether the lands should remain in 
Federal ownership: 

First, they must continue to be administered in accordance with the 
land conservation and utilization program, as specified in the act. 

Secondly, that they must be primarily suitable for public ownership 
versus private ownership, and thirdly, they must be primarily suitable 
for Federal ownership rather than some other form of public owner- 
ship. 

In other words, the burden of proof under this policy is to show that 
they should remain in Federal ownership. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. So, they would remain in Federal ownership until 
they become valuable enough or become of sufficient value that it is 
worth while to place them into State ownership, or into private owner- 
ship. 

In other words, if the Federal Government improves these lands and 
increases their value for any particular use, then some place along the 
line they become valuable enough to exchange to another ownership? 

Mr. Crarts. That is what has happened to a lot of them, but there 
may be some of them which, because of peculiar conditions, should 
remain permanently in Federal ownership. 

These three criteria which would have to be met for Federal owner- 
ship are pretty restrictive according to our present thinking. There 
would be relatively small areas of land needed for the Federal Govern- 
ment for administrative sites, rights-of-way or special research or 
demonstration projects. 

Secondly, there would be lands whose use and values are definitely 
of an interstate significance and lands characterized by nationally 
unique, historic, scenic or other values, and land which, because of its 
location or peculiar character, has a value essential to the efficient ad- 
ministration of intermingled or adjoining Federal lands. That is 
where some of these Montana lands would probably come in, Mr. 
D’ Ewart. 

Mr. Pitui0on. Would not the whole purpose of attempting to return 
these lands to private ownership be possibly, or maybe possibly, de- 
feated at the very outset by a request from another department for a 
transfer—for instance, by the Interior Department for a transfer to 
the Interior Department for—from the Department of Agriculture or 
any agency in the Federal Government? 

In other words, would not the whole idea be defeated? 

Mr. Crarts. It is possible, Mr. Pillion, to do that, but if I sense 
the views of the Department at the present time, it will be sufficiently 
restrictive with respect to recommending transfers to other Federal 
departments that there will be a very substantial portion of the 
land,—by far the majority—that will be offered either to States or 
ultimately to private owners. 

Mr. Pituion. May I ask if there are any rules or regulations con- 
cerning that policy which would tend to make it as restrictive as you 
say? 

Mr. Crarts. We are in the process of trying to develop those now. 
That is what I have been trying to read to you. 
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Mr. Sartor. Mr. Crafts, I realize the Department is trying to 
solve the problem which has been handed to it, but the statement of 
policy which was issued last March 23, 1954, looks to me very much 
as though it were the desire of the Department of Agriculture to 
handle this as long as it is a nice profitable and popular conception, 
and then as soon as the gravy has been taken away from it, to drop 
it into the lap of the Department of Interior. 

I think it goes without saying that there are many things about the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Department of the Interior 
which I criticize, and with which I do not agree as to their policies 
down there, but I certainly do not believe it is proper for one agency 
of the Federal Government to milk something and take off the cream 
and then dump the rest of it over into another agency’s hands. That 
is just what you are attempting to do in section 5, at the conclusion. 

in other words, both sections (g) and (h) indicate that you do not 
have the facilities in the Department of Agriculture at the present 
time to determine the mineral prospects of the land and, therefore, 
before you sell them, you are asking the Department of Interior to 
lend their good services to determine whether or not any of this land 
which is to be conveyed should have a mineral reservation and in 
section (h) you specifically state that all lands are disposed of either 
in accordance with the authority contained in the present law or the 
provisions which you have asked for in sections (e) and (f) for the 
disposition of those lands and that they should be turned over to the 
Department of the Interior. 

Now, just speaking frankly, do you think that is a proper attitude 
for one agency of the Federal Government to have? 

Mr. Crarts. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would rather have the Depart- 
ment of the Interior speak for itself on that, but in the discussions at 
which this policy of proposed legislation was formulated, I believe I 
am correct in saying that is what Interior desired. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Let me comment at that point, Will you yield, 
Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I would say that probably when you study all the 
other factors, the location of these lands as to other Federal lands would 
be quite a determining factor. For instance, if you had an area that 
was 200 miles from any national forest and was surrounded by public 
domain, then the logical place for the management of that land would 
be in the Department of the Interior. On the other hand, if you had 
an area of mountain peaks of absolutely no value whatsoever, inside 
the boundaries of the national forest, even though it had no value, 
management should simply go to the national forest. 

Mr. Sartor. Most of these lands have been at one time in private 
ownership. You would find very few of them at the present time in 
national forests; is that not correct? 

Mr. Crarts. That is listed in the second table. There are some 
several hundred thousand acres. 

Mr. Sartor. I am very frank to tell you that I simply believe that 
the Department of Agriculture would be proper in asking to have that 
transferred to the Forest Service, for their management. In other 
words, one of the problems with which we have been confronted from 
time to time is the problem which the Forest Service and the Park 
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Service and other agencies have had by having private ownership of 
land within one of those boundaries. 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Might I ask you this, Mr. Crafts? 

Is there anything in the law at the present time which would prevent 
any of that 100,000 acres of land within the confines of the national 
forests from being turned over by the Department of Agriculture to 
the Forest Service? 

Mr. Mynartrt. Mr. Saylor, in eight of the far western States, addi- 
tions may not be made to the national forests without the special 
consent of Congress. So, it is in those prohibited States where we 
cannot make these lands national forest lands even though they are 
within the boundaries. 

Mr. Sartor. Has the Department of Agriculture, in view of that 
limitation, asked Congress to transfer these lands in order to take care 
of the 100,000 acres? 

Mr. Crarts. Mr. Saylor, I think the general policy of the adminis- 
tration has been not to add to lands in Federal ownership, and the 
Department’s views are that by and large it should not add lands to 
the national forests. Therefore although this matter was considered 
in the formulation of this policy, the intent of the policy is that lands 
which are title III] lands and which have not heretofore been given 
national forest status or are not currently being administered in con- 
nection with the national forests, would not be proposed for addition 
to the national forests. 

Mr. Saytor. But is it not true that there is a policy in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture which allows for the exchange of lands into and 
toward the consolidation of your national forests? 

Mr. Crarts. The land for land exchange provisions could and 
would continue to be implemented. 

Mr. Saytor. Would this not be in the nature of an exchange at 
the present time? In other words, it would seem to me from a manage- 
ment standpoint that the transfer of these private lands which are 
within the confines of a national forest back to private ownership 
would be definitely a handicap for proper forest management. 

Mr. Crarrs. Well, I am inclined to agree with you “that there are 
circumstances where that would be true, and the last sentence on 
page 2 of the policy statement provides that land exchanges may 
continue under the existing legislative authority. 

I might add that one reason for the proposal which you first ques- 
tioned—item 5 (h) of the policy statement—to transfer these remnants 
to the Department of the Interior is that Interior has traditionally been 
the land-disposal agency of the Government through the General Land 
Office, and with the laws that now exist, it would seem to be an appro- 
priate function of that department. 

Mr. Say.or. I agree that this land should be turned over to them 
or not just to them, but to some agency which has charge of handling 
public lands, but the thought in my mind was that it was not right to 
have the Department of the Agriculture sell off the cream or transfer 
the cream and get all the credit, and then it seems rough to use the 
Bureau of Land Management as a dumping ground. 

Mr. Crarrs. Of course, the Bureau of Land Management is in- 
volved in two places. . The first step is in the application for this land 
which they want before anyone else gets a crack at it, and also at the 
end, they get what is left, or what no one else wants. 
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Mr. Sartor. Again, you have stated that what not only the Bureau 
of Land Management gets, but what any other Federal agency gets, 
depends entirely upon the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Crarts. It depends in the last say upon the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Mr. Piuuion. I wonder if I could take up one other matter before 
the witness leaves? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Surely. 

Mr. Pitiion. On page 3 of the letter addressed to the Honorable 
Clifford R. Hope, just below the middle of the page, which deals 
with = III programs, do you have that there? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. P ILLION. You state on that page as follows: 

Subsequent steps in the title III program should, we believe, include: (1 
Donation of small tracts for campsites and other purposes as determined by the 
Secretary to youth organizations established for educational, agricultural, and 
conservation purposes, 

Could you explain the purpose of that exception to the ordinary 
rule, by selecting one small group of private organizations and giving 
them not only a preference, but an authority to donate to them? 

Why are the youth ne selected? Who did that? 

Mr. Crarrs. Well, Mr. Pillion, the types of groups that are meant 
are the 4—H clubs, the Future Farmers, the Boy Scouts, and that 
type of youth group which needs and, maybe, can use small areas 
for camping. 

Mr. Piiuion. They are private organizations, and not public bodies. 

Mr. Crarrs. They are private organizations, that is correct; but it 
is believed that they have what might be called a public purpose or 
a public objective. 

Mr. Pituion. Well, of course, there are thousands and thousands 
of various organizations organized for public or educational purposes, 
including old people, middle-aged people, and young people, and such 
organizations as the Ford Foundation and Carnegie Foundation, all 
with the idea of a public or educational purpose, and to select one small 
group of private organizations and donate land to them, | think is not 
what we ordinarily consider an equal application of the law in the 
country. 

In other words, suppose you had a Catholic youth organization, or 
a Jewish youth organization, or a Protestant youth orgatiiagtion 
who wanted these sites, you will run into difficulty immediately. 

On top of that, very recently, Governor Dewey of New York asked 
for an investigation of youth camps in New York State, saying that 
they are infiltrated with Communists, and I am inclined to agree 
somewhat with him. 

I know the purpose which you have in mind is not that, but in mak- 
ing an exception to the principle by being extra kind to a particular 
small group or organization, we may immediately find ourselves in 
great difficulty in regard to it. 

Mr. Crarrs. Mr. Pillion, you asked where this came from, and I 
am not sure I know, but I have been told that this is the result of a 
personal interest which the President took in this particular item. 
Some groups discussed this with him, and he was responsive to their 
proposal, and I believe it came directly from the President. 

Mr. Pixuio0n. I will say no more at this time, but I may at a later 
time, however. 
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Mr. Crarts. I understand that. 

Mr. Piiuron. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your presen- 
tation. 

This is not with the intent of passing legislation at this time, but 
only to get the picture, and to be as helpful as we can in regard to 
the policy which is being worked out. 

Mr. Crarts. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewart. At this point we shall ‘incorporate into the record the 
tables and other data which have been prepared by the Department 
and which have been submitted by Mr. Crafts. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSITION OF ACQUIRED LANDS 


TABLE 1.—Assignments, sales, and transfers of land-utilization projects made by 
the Department of Agriculture or pursuant to recommendations of the Department 
of Agriculture prior to Jan. 2, 1954 (149 projects) 


Acres 
Total acreage acquired by purchase, transfer, or exchange --------- 10, 086, 000 
Assigned to Soil Conservation Service (assigned to Forest 
Semrvhon: Mat BO MRO 5 ods ea tise dhe he ccinu un decus 1 7, 278, 800 
Assigned to Forest Service prior to Jan. 2, 1954__...__------- 2 1, 523, 400 
Assigned to Bureau of Plant Industry (now Agricultural Research 
OR ego ee Oe i bo ee ewe bie Son netumevn 4, 300 
Sales under. title III and various special authorizations - -- -- ~~ - 27, 400 
Transferred to agencies of the Department of the Interior: 
CN ee  ememenanies 590, 800 
Bureau of Land Management ----_-...-.......---.--.---- 400, 200 
en ee cvuueeceamaweenee 10, 300 
ES RET TREES PEG sO a Oe OS 88, 400 
Transferred to Atomic Energy Commission--_-.........------- 3 25, 300 
Transferred to Department of Defense__............--------- 3 137, 100 


1 375,083 acres are under long-term lease or have recently been transferred to ne Feted public agency 
ownership under sec. 4 of U. 8. Department of i a be ———- of Mar. 23, 1 
§ 444,395 acres are under long-term lease or have recently red to non-edera public agency 
ownership under sec. 4 of U. 8. Department of Agricultural ae stebement of Mar. 23 
3 Except for 23, 274 acres purchased with emergency funds to expand 3 military seaebalen the Executive 
orders transferring these lands provide that the lands be returned to the Department of Agriculture when 
no longer needed for the purposes of the transfers. 


TasLeE 2.—Breakdown of land utilization project lands of the Department of 
Agriculture 
Acres 
Total acreage of land-utilization land in Department of Agriculture. ! 8, 806, 544 





Lands subject to Department of Agriculture policy statement of 
Mar. 23, 1954: 


Lands under I TUR TORR, 00 en cuews dinnnemoneléule 819, 478 
Available for disposal under sec. 5....-.................-.-. 6, 913, 619 
meth Gat Sere oi ka EA de. a adc 7, 733, 097 





Lands not subject to Department of Agriculture policy statement 
of Mar. 23, 1954: 


Lands included in national forests by Executive order, proclama- 


Gon; or songresmonal @ete. so... bu sess elec ck dl tuck 837, 400 
Lands’ conveyed to public agencies and private persons in 
exchange for 196,300 acres within national forests_......__- 98, 200 
Lands administered in connection with national forests under 
yy os eth NR el a he PR 137, 847 
St Set Ce CN hic a. oicenseeidadusiciaiiec d88S0s 1, 073, 447 


‘ Sum of 2d, 3d, and 4th items, table 1. 
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TaBLe 3.—Land-utilization project lands of the Department of Agriculture and 
under long-term lease (50 to 99 years) to non-Federal agencies which have been 
offered for transfer to such agencies 


Acres trans- 
Acres | _ ferred to 
June 30, 1954 


yYumber of 
areas 


State 


















ES. § istics dc chcacbttchveRleeded. detmnanetesimesninetn 1 1, 610 
snigeunbqnash cen l 11, 733 
Gaaasnceodoucin’ 2 5, 073 
nee orn ie 2 184, 802 
5 53, 393 
1 18, 514 |- 
mivenietnte 1 1,901 |. 
i iidiaidondiamenie 2 26, 504 
pia seemeneliitnemnnenta 14 17, 427 
a a akon barenmmiapnenmeena 3 43, 740 | 
ch. o ie at Joe 5 scinsaed sneseneseneitunaeina 1 1,315 
ic. cncicadohbebidinans écansciaeniineaeatindbetaw duns 2 21, 204 | 
PT cnicitinenddemnitdin eaendnaanmaneee 1 TO femdée * 
ET atictintneatieadmntendntinaeonadndaiiie 1 nD Todemnndehence 
SEE SE rel hein taavapenmieeindniess 2 TELGOe Bends canado<ce 
is .chccensekusdsianetavebvouce 1 35, 836 |... a 
Tl tinincencactiehiodwammenainodes l 567 
6G Sn 3 38, 400 | 
ET 1  _ a 
RE a Ee 1 ED Enbcanidien 
Pennsylvania.............- 4 38, 715 4,614 
 cnnnkcandnackeeditinineseun=ditle 1 10, 723 | -<ceneo2.---00 
South Carolina 2 4) ) re 
SN on. nnn ccucwcnenddeimatmentandnin 1 Bh tneatiiones 
Tp dunemendenesecaus 4 TE Ixcatinncudineoe 
, et Cease acre ie nats 3 3, 376 653 
Wh. chtuneeecodehenione 3 39, 623 39, 623 
West Virginia... -........- 2 15, 540 15, 540 
EL nuaghiwadecencuncobdnntekmbathdetiilieséitininecinenbioee 6 Ch isis ccsncniieives 
itcéecncbxnistestiebumibedipiedeends dindedbeaarieens 72 819, 478 73, 567 














18 MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSITION OF 


ACQUIRED LANDS 


Taste 4.—Land-utilization-project lands subject under department policy to con- 
tinued Federal administration to extent needed; sale to State agencies or sale to 


private persons if legislation authorizing sale to private persons is enacted (65 
projects) 




















Public Primary uses 
Total domain | Under 10 Revenue, 
State acres included) year lease 1953 
title III in pre- to loval 1 calendar 
land cicen districts Grazing Forestry; Other! year 
column 
Eastern areas Acres Acres icres Acres Acres dcres 
Alabama 10, 777 10, 777 1, 600 8. 658 519 
Arkansas $1, 293 40 14, 850 76, 892 4, 401 
Florida 804 | 116,117 625 
Georgia 107, 394 103, 419 2,477 | 100, 636 4, 281 
, 31, 157 40 §21 27, 487 3, 149 
Mair 465 ; 465 
Michigan : 7, 468 7, 468 7, 468 
Mississippi 87. 167 39, 393 5, 545 79, 926 7, 241 
Missouri 12, 938 12, 938 4, 695 6, 567 1, 676 
New York " 13, 747 13, 747 5, 281 6, 062 2, 404 
North Carolina ; 14, 062 62 13, 476 52 
Tennessee 1, 212 1, 212 
Tebth cae 485, 22f 80 187, 742 35,835 | 443, 754 26, 032 326, 810 
— 
Western areas: 
California 18, 315 18, 315 14, 527 3, 788 1, 680 
Colorado 627, 383 11, 627 204, 014 ARE 7 41, 026 2, 191 
Idaho 49, 629 4, 362 49, 629 47, 1% 2, 433 341 
Kansas 107, 027 88, 338 93, 829 13, 198 3, 420 
Montana 1, 934, 020 1, 778, 167 | 1, 934, 020 , 571 
Nebraska 3 687 131, 439 117, 349 15, 000 1, 284 3, 117 
New Mexico 357 37, 527 132, 954 611, 526 46, 000 745 
North Dakota 1, 104, 079 104, 663 1, 097, 449 1. 097, 599 6, 480 , 866 
Oklahoma 81, 287 440) 49, 586 31, 218 483 75, 543 
Oregon 105, 814 12, 405 105, 814 105, 814 14, 798 
South Dakota 868, 154 61,774 714, 467 853, 238 14, 916 165, 928 
Texas 125, 442 125, 442 117, 200 8, 242 120, 138 
Utah 39, 019 17 20, 304 38, 730 289 1, 672 
W yoming 567, 212 542, 329 566, 658 554 90, 642 
Total 6, 418, 540 | 404,523 | 5,008,861 | 6, 233, 629 92, 218 92,693 | 1,414, 652 
Grand total 6, 903, 766 | 404,603 | 5,196,603 | 6,269,464 | 535,972 | 118,725 | 1, 741, 462 


1 Includes 50,000 acres suitable for 
tional purposes; 32,009 acres are used f 
i 


ifter grass has been established on it; 20,000 acres used for recrea- 


1 agricultural uses as hay production, grass seed production, and 








cropping: and 7,400 acres are devote ilmost. exclusively to wildlife purposes; the balance of 9,325 acres are 
largely accounted for in roads, administrative sites, or specifically designated as waste 

This table does not include the following resea areas subject to sec of Department policy comprised 
of 9,853 acres: Woodward County, OK-LU-23; Standing Stone, PA-~LU-4; Eastern Shore, MD-LU-3; 
and Lee Forest, VA-LU-2 


TABLE 5 Improve ment work 
in 65 projects subject to sec. 5 of 


accomplished to June 30, 1953, on 6,903,766 acres 


the Department of Agriculture policy statement 


Cc pleted to 








on “a ; Completed to 
Item Unit June 30, 1953 Item Unit June 30, 1953 
Seeding range and pas- | Acres 907, 913 Fireguards Miles 4, 675 
ture Roads and trails do 1, 492 
Seedbed preparation do 217, 919 Fire lookout towers Number 25 
for above Telephone lines Miles 405 
Brushing do 29, 590 Administrative build- a... 255 
Fencing Miles 13, 349 ings 
Stock-water sources Number 5, 067 Recreation buildings do 339 
rree planting Acres 51, 401 Residences do 136 
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Unirep Strares DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
March 23, 1954. 


POLICY FOR DISPOSAL OF LANDS ADMINISTERED UNDER TITLE III OF THE BANKHEAD- 
JONES FARM TENANT ACT 


1. This policy statement does not apply to lands acquired under authority of 
title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of July 22, 1937 (50 Stat. 525), 
but transferred to different status and which are no longer administered as title 
III lands, or to lands which have been and are administered in connection with 
the national forests. 

2. The Secretary of Agriculture has authority under section 32 (c) of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act to sell, exchange, or grant lands administered 
under this act only to public authorities and agencies, and only on condition 
that the property continues to be used for public purposes. In addition, the 
Secretary has authority to exchange such lands with private owners, and with 
subdivisions or agencies of State governments where the Secretary finds such 
exchange would not conflict with the purposes of the act, and the value of the 
property received is substantially equai to that of the property conveyed. 

3. The Secretary of Agriculture does not at the present time have legislative 
authority to sell or grant to private owners lands administered under title III of 
the Bankhead-Jones Act. 

4. Under existing authority the Secretary is offering to convey title to States 
and other non-Federal public agencies which wish to acquire title to those title 
ITI lands which are currently under long-term lease (50 years and over) to these 
public agencies.. This involves about 800,000 acres in 57 areas in 28 States. The 
conveyance is being made without consideration. 

5. The great bulk of the lands currently administered under title III are not 
under long-term lease to States or other non-Federal public agencies and thus 
do not qualify under the disposal policy of item 4, above. These lands are in two 
categories: (1) lands under short-term lease (10 years), of which there are 5 
million acres in 20 States; and (2) lands under direct administration, of which 
there are 2 million acres in 21 States. The general disposal policy with respect 
to these lands will be as follows: 

(a) Short-term leases will customarily be renewed if desired by the lessee. 
Lands under short-term lease will be withdrawn from lease by the United States 
if the United States disposes of the land. Disposal objectives will be the same 
for lands under short-term lease as for those under direct administration as 
outlined in items 5 (b) to (h). 

(b) The first step in implementing this policy will be to determine which 
lands should remain in Federal ownership either in this Department or by transfer 
to other Federal agencies. Existing authority is adequate for such determination. 

(c) Lands currently devoted to research purposes may be donated to non- 
Federal public agencies for such purposes. Existing legislative authority is 
adequate; may now be implemented. 

(d) Lands not disposed of under 5 (b) and 5 (ce) should be offered to State 
agencies at a price to be negotiated, commensurate with its value, but not less 
than the original purchase price. This can be done under present authority. 

(e) Small tracts for campsite purposes may be donated to worthy youth 
organizations concerned with agriculture, education, and conservation, such as 
4-H Clubs, Future Farmers of America, and Boy Scouts of America. Such 
donations will be limited to lands not disposed of under 5 (b), (c), and (d) and 
ordinarily will not be made to local chapters of such groups, but only on a State 
or regional basis and not more than three such tracts in any one State to any 
one organization. New legislative authority is required. 

(f) Lands not disposed of under items 5 (b), (e), (d), or (e) and suitable for 
permanent private ownership should be offered for sale at not less than current 
market valve, giving preference consideration to current users. New legisla- 
tive authority is needed to sell these lands. Land for land exchanges may 
continue under the existing legislative authority stated in item 2. 

(g) With respect to mineral values in lands to be offered for sale to private 
parties: (1) no reservation of mineral values should be made where such values 
are negative; (2) where the lands are known or believed to be valuable for min- 
erals subject to the mineral leasing laws, such minerals should be reserved for 
development under those laws; (3) where lands are known or believed to be 
valuable, for minerals not subject to the mineral leasing laws, the mineral rights 
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should be offered to the surface purchaser at not less than the current appraised 
value, or if he does not wish these rights, to the highest bidder at a price not less 
than the appraised value. New legislative authority is needed. 

(h) All lands not disposed of as outlined here should, after a reasonable period, 
be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior for disposal. New legislative 
authority is needed. 

6. The policy outlined herein cannot be fully implemented until there is new 
legislation, now being initiated, authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to donate 
lands to youth organizations under 5 (e), and to offer lands for sale to private 
parties under 5 (f). With respect to the sale of lands to private parties under 
5 (f), the lands must be classified to determine which lands are suitable for per- 
manent private ownership, and the mineral values in these lands must be deter- 
mined before sales can be made. 

Approved: 


J. E. Coxe, Assistant Secretary. 
Marcu 30, 1954. 


Jury 12, 1954. 
Hon. Currrorp R. Hops, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear CoNGRESSMAN Hope: Reference is made to your requests of March 9, 
13, 23, 24, and May 22, 1953, for reports on the following six bills: 

H. R. 557, a bill ‘‘to authorize the sale of certain lands administered under 
title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act’’; 

H. R. 981, a bill “to continue the improvement and protection of the natural 
resources of the United States by providing for the transfer to the States of certain 
lands acquired under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act and held by such 
States under lease”’; 

H. R. 1372, a bill ‘‘to provide for the conveyance of Holly River State Park 
to the State of West Virginia”; 

H. R. 159, a bill ‘‘to provide for the sale of certain submarginal lands owned by 
the United States”’; 

H. R. 1864, a bill ‘‘to permit the sale of lands administered under title III of 
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act”; and 

H. R. 5051, a bill “to amend title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 
as amended, to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to sell as expeditiously 
as possible lands acquired or being administered under the provisions of said 
title III to private persons for purposes not inconsistent with the provisions of the 
said title IIL, and for other purposes.”’ 

All of the above listed bills relate to disposal to States or private interests of 
those lands acquired or administered under title III of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act of July 22, 1937, as amended. The Department recommends 
against the enactment of any of the listed bills, and further recommends, in lieu 
thereof, a bill, ‘to promote an agricultural development program under title III 
of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, and for other purposes.” A draft 
of the legislation recommended by the Department is attached. 

The Secretary of Agriculture now has legislative authority under section 32 (c) 
of the Bankhead-Jones Act, to sell, exchange, or grant lands administered under 
this act only to public authorities and agencies, and only on condition that the 

roperty continues to be used for public purposes. In addition, the Secretary 

s authority to exchange such lands with private owners, and with subdivisions 
or agencies of State governments where the Secretary finds such exchange would 
not conflict with the purposes of the act and the value of the property received 
is substantially equal to that of the property conveyed. 

The Secretary of Agriculture does not have legislative authority to sell or grant 
to private owners lands administered under title III of the Bankhead-Jones Act. 

During the past year, the Department has carefully considered the future of 
lands administered under the Bankhead-Jones Act and has developed a program of 
administration and disposal. We believe that this program, as subsequently 
outlined, should prove sufficiently flexible to provide for retention in Federal or 
other public ownership those lands which are not suitable for private ownership 
or which have higher-priority public values. It should also provide for orderly 
development of those lands which have been sufficiently rehabilitated to be 
suitable for permanent private ownership by encouraging their transition to 
private parties. 
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Part of this program may be implemented under existing legislative authority; 

wn requires new authority which the recommended substitute bill would provide. 
“he Department would plan to adjust the program as needed to meet changing 

conditions. 

The first step under the program is that the Department, utilizing existing 
authority, is offering to convey title to those title III lands which are currently 
under long-term lease (50 years and over) to States and other non-Federal public 
agencies if those public agencies wish to acquire title. The conveyance is being 
made without consideration. This action involves about 800,000 acres in 57 
areas in 28 States. It makes unnecessary the enactment of legislation, such as 
H. R. 981 and H. R. 1372, which would have made such transfers mandatory. 

However, the great bulk of the lands currently administered under title III 
are not under long-term lease to States or other non-Federal public agencies. 
Such lands are in two categories: (1) lands under short-term lease (10 years), of 
which there are 5 million acres in 20 States; and (2) lands under direct adminis- 
tration, of which there are 2 million acres in 21 States. The objectives of the 
Department’s program are the same for both the short-term lease lands and 
those under direct administration. 

The essential features as now conceived would include: 

1. Determine which lancs should remain in Feceral ownership, either in this 
Department or by transfer to other Feceral agencies. 

2. Donation to non-Federal public agencies of lands currently devoted to re- 
search purposes. 

3. Transfer to State agencies of lands not to be retained in Federal ownership 
or Conated for research purposes. Transfer to be at a price to be negotiated 
commensurate with the value of the lands but not less than their original purchase 
price. 

Existing legislative authority is a*equate to permit implementation of the above 
first three steps of the program. Final Cecision as to transfer of title III lands to 
other Feceral agencies (step 1) rests with the Budget Bureau uncer Executive 
Order 10530, of May 10, 1954, although this Department will make recommenda- 
tions to the Budget Bureau for such action. 

Subsequent steps in the title III program should, we believe, incluce: 

1. Donation of small tracts for campsites and other purposes as determined 
by the Secretary to youth organizations established for educational, agricultural, 
and conservation purposes. 

2. Offering for sale those lane's not otherwise earmarked or Cisposed of if suitable 
for permanent private ownership. Sale offerings should be for not less than cur- 
rent market value, and preference consiceration shoul’ be given to current users. 

New legislative authority is neeced to implement both of these proposals and 
would be supplied by subsections (b) and (c) of section 1 of the attached draft 
bill. 

The Department further believes that where lands are Cisposed of to private 
interests provision should be mace for determination by the Secretary of the 
Interior as to whether the lances are valuable for minerals. No reservation of 
mineral interests should be mace where the Cetermination is negative. Where 
the lancs are known or believed to be valuable for minerals subject to the mineral 
leasing laws, these minerals should be reserved to be Ceveloped uncer those laws. 
Where Jands are known or believed to be valuable for minerals not subject to 
the leasing laws, the mineral rights should be offered to the surface purchaser 
at not less than the appraised value, or, if he is not interested, to the highest 
bidder at a price not less than the appraised value. In the case of lanc's Cisposed 
of to non-Federal public agencies, or to youth organizations uncer section 32 (d) 
as proposed for amendment, all mineral values should be reserved to the United 
States. 

The Department further recommends that all lands which it administers under 
title III of the Bankhead-Jones Act and which are not within a reasonable period 
of years earmarked for a specific Federal purpose, transferred to other public 
agencies, or disposed of to private interests, should be transferred to the Secretary 
of the Interior for administration and disposal under the provisions of title III. 

New legislative authority is needed with respect to both handling of mineral 
values as suggested above, and ultimate transfer of the remnants of the title III 
lands to the Department of the Interior. Such authority would be provided in 
proposed new sections 37 and 35 of the Bankhead-Jones Act as contained in section 
2 of the attached draft bill. ‘ 

The above outlined program is not intended to apply to: (1) lands acquired 
under authority of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Act but transferred to different 
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status and which are no longer administered as title III lands; or (2) title III lands 
which have been and are being administered in connection with the national forests. 

The proposed draft bill has been developed in collaboration with the Department 
of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget. In addition to the provisions al- 
ready described, subsection (e) of sestion 1 isincluded at the request of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. It would confer onthe Secretary of the Interior discretion- 
ary authority to dispose of public lands under his jurisdic’ ion which are contiguous 
or near to lands being disposed of by the Secretary of Agriculture under title III 
in the same manner as provided for the title III lands. A proposed section 36 
of the Bankhead-Jones Act, included in section 2 of the attached bill, would 
provide a method of financing the transfer and disposition provisions of the bill, 
and, particularly, would provide a means for the Secretary of the Interior to make 
the mineral examinations which would be a necessary prerequisite to disposal to 
private interests. 

This Department recommends the enactment of the proposed draft bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this proposed legislation to the Congress for its consideration 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


A BILL To promote an agricultural development program under Title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Section 32 of Title III of the Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act of July 22, 1937, as amended (7 U. 8. C. 1011), is hereby 
further amended as follows: 

a) Subsection (c) is amended to read as follows: 

““(e) To sell, exchange, lease, or otherwise dispose of, with or without a con- 
sideration, any property so acquired and being administered by the Department 
of Agriculture, under such terms and conditions as he deems will best accomplish 
the purposes of this title, to public authorities and agencies on condition that the 
property is used for public purposes. The Secretary may transfer without re- 
imbursement or deposit such property to other Federal agencies under such con- 
ditions of use and administration as are mutually agreed will best serve the pur- 
poses of a land conservation and land utilization program.” 

w (b) A new subsection (d) is added to read as follows: 

® “‘(d) To donate for camp sites and such other purposes as may be determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to youth organizations established for educational, 
agricultural, or conservation purposes small tracts of property so acquired and 
being administered by the Department of Agriculture upon such terms and con- 
ditions as he may deem proper: Provided, That no more than one tract may be 
conveyed to each local unit or branch of any State or national organization.” 

(c) A new subsection (e) is added to read as follows: 

“‘(e) To sell, exchange or lease property so acquired and being administered by 
the Department of Agriculture to private parties under such terms and conditions 
as he deems appropriate: Provided, That sales shall be at market value and shall 
include only lands which are not required for public purposes and which the Sec- 
retary determines to be suitable for return to private ownership, and shall be in 
such manner and under such terms and conditions as he deems would not conflict 
with the purposes of this title: And Provided further, That exchanges may be made 
only where the Secretary determines that the exchange would not conflict with 
the purposes of this Act and that the value of the property received in exchange 
is not less than that of the property conveved.”’ 

(d) Old subsections (d), (e), and (f) are redesignated as subsections (f), (g) and 
(h), respectively 

(e) A new subsection (i) is added to read as follows: 

“‘(i) The Secretary of the Interior, when he determines it to be consistent with 
sound land utilization, is authorized to dispose of public lands under his jurisdic- 
tion which are contiguous or near to lands being disposed of under this Title in the 
same manner as provided for the latter lands under this section.” 

Sec. 2. Title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of July 22, 1937, as 
amended, is hereby further amended by adding thereto new sections 35, 36 and 
37 to read as follows: 

“Sec. 35. All lands administered by the Secretary of Agriculture under this 
title which are not transferred to other Federal agencies or devoted to specific 
Federal uses, or which have not been disposed of under the provisions of Section 32 
of this Act within 10 years from the effective date of this section, shall thereupon, 
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or at such earlier date as may be determined by the Secretary of Agriculture, be 

transferred to the Secretary of the Interior for administration or disposal under 

the provisions of this Act. 

“Sec. 36. Except as provided in Section 33 of this Act, receipts from the use of 
lands administered under this Title shall be available until expended for the carry- 
ing out of the provisions of this Title relating to the disposition of lands: Provided, 
That so long as these lands are administered by the Department of Agriculture, 
the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to allocate and transfer to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior such receipts for carrying out its functions under the Act: 
Provided further, That upon the transfer of such lands to the Department of the 
Interior pursuant to the provisions of Section 35 of this Act, receipts from the use 
of such lands shall be available to that Department for such purposes. 

“‘Src. 37. (a) The minerals in lands to be disposed of under Section 32 to other 
than Federal agencies shall be reserved or disposed of as follows: 

‘*(1) In the case of lands disposed of to private interests a determination 
shall be made by the Department of the Interior as to the mineral value of 
such lands and: 

*(A) No reservation of mineral interests shall be made where the 
mineral determination is negative; 

““(B) Where the lands are known or believed to be valuable for min- 
erals subject to the mineral leasing laws, the minerals in such lands shall 
be reserved for development under those laws; 

““(C) Where lands are known or believed to be valuable for minerals 
which are not subject to the leasing laws, the minerals in such lands shall 
be offered for sale to the surface purchaser, or, if he is not interested, to 
the highest bidder at a price not less than the appraised value. 

‘(2) In the case of lands disposed of to public agencies or to youth organi- 
zations under subsection 32 (d) of this Act there shall be reserved to the 
United States all coal, oil, gas, and other minerals in or under such property. 

(b) All mineral rights reserved under the provisions of this section will immedi- 
ately be transferred to the Department of the Interior for administration 

“‘(e) All minerals heretofore reserved in dispositions of lands administered under 
this title are hereby transferred to the Department of the Interior for administra- 
tion.” 

Sec. 3. Section 44 of Title IV of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of July 
22, 1937 (50 Stat. 530), which was continued in effect insofar as it affected Title 
III of that Act by section 3 of the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1064), is hereby 
repealed. 


Mr. D’Ewart. We have representatives here from the Bureau of 
Land Management whom we would like to hear at this time. 

Mr. Woozley, would you like to come forward? 

We shall be glad to hear from you at this time, Mr. Woozley. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD WOOZLEY, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF 
LAND MANAGEMENT, ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM G, GUERN- 
SEY, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR AND JAMES A. LANIGAN, ACTING 
ASSISTANT SOLICITOR FOR THE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Wooztey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity 
of appearing. 

My name is Edward Woozley and I am Director of the Bureau of 
Land Management, Department of the Interior. I have with me 
Mr. William Guernsey, Associate Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management and Mr. James Lanigan, Acting Assistant Solicitor for 
the Department. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You may proceed. 

Mr. Woozury. Mr. Chairman, we have been in several conferences 
with the Department of Agriculture, and the Bureau of the Budget 
in regard to this proposed bill on the Bankhead-Jones land. 
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I think the Forest Service representatives have given you a very 
clear explanation of the intents and purposes, and we are in general 
agreement with the intents and purposes of the proposed legislation. 

I might say that we believe that, possibly, if the bill is enacted that 
management can be transferred on the lands of which you spoke to 
the Bureau or any other agency at any time. 

I would like to point out that now that will be possible because 
only recently the limitation on acreage under the Taylor Grazing 
Act has been lifted, and it would be possible to increase those lands 
in the Taylor grazing districts. 

There are cooperative aspects between the States and the Bureau 
and at the present time between the Bankhead-Jones land which 
seem to point to the fact that we should get together and operate our 
lands more or less as a unit. 

Another thing we are operating the minera] leasing on these lands 
and we are working out, with the cooperation of the Forest Service, 
improvements in the mineral leasing because the titles for these lands 
will, I assume, be sent to the field. 

They have been here, and it has been necessary for us to make 
studies to determine what the mineral rights are in many of these 
Bankhead-Jones lands. 

As Mr. Crafts told you, the Department of the Interior now has 
about 640,000 acres of these title III] lands which are under our manage- 
ment programs, of which about 200,000 is being managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management; 440,000 acres are managed in connection 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Parks and Indian 
Affairs lands, and it seems to be working satisfactorily. 

In reply to Mr. Saylor’s question, about taking the cream off and 
leaving us the tail end, I might say that we have not been particularly 
concerned about the profits from the lands or the revenues. We 
have been more interested in the problem of lands which should be 
returned to private ownership and the proper management of the 
lands which would be kept in public ownership. So, that has not been 
a specific question which we have discussed. 

Many of these Jands—and I happen to be from a State which has 
quite a large project also, Mr. Chairman, in southeastern Idaho—most 
of these lands were marginal or submarginal agricultural lands, and 
are intermingled with public domain. 

At the present time, if we were to do as one of the gentlemen sug- 
gested, if we were to open. these lands to sale the same as the isolated 
tracts, the adjoining owners would have a preference right and it 
seemed desirable to us that possibly more consideration should be 
given to the present users so that he would not be barred under the 
adjoining owner preference right. They, first, would be taken care 
of in the new legislation. 

We are presently, as I have pointed out, managing the lands for 
mineral leasing. Mr. Crafts pointed out the proposals for disposing 
of mineral rights, and that met with our genera] approval. 

The question of the Jength of time that the lands remaining would 
revert to Interior has been discussed. 

You will notice that it has been proposed that the line be set at 10 
years, and I suppose that that could be a good guess on anybody’s 
part. We do not know just when the agricultural lands—the lands 
which could be profitably used for agriculture under normal times— 








let sictinttiairnan. 


MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSITION OF ACQUIRED LANDS 25 


could be disposed of to private ownership. I might point out that in 
our own case, the one which I am familiar with in Idaho, the improved 
farming techniques and the use of diesel tractors and other large-scale 
improvements, has made some of the lands which were considered 
submarginal at the time this land was acquired valuable for agricul- 

tural uses. Also, we were in a very low cycle for precipitation at that 
time, but which has improved conside! ably. Of course, new tech- 
niques in farming and in some instances, ground water, has been 
found which would make these lands available for cultivation under 
pumping for irrigation. 

So, there are severa! factors which have changed the picture from 
what it was in 1934 when these lands were acquired. 

We want to assure the committee and the Department of Agricul- 
ture and the Bureau of the Budget that we are ready and willing to 
act in the best capacity of which we are capable. We are just trying 
to find the answers, and if you gentlemen have any questions, we 
shall be glad to try to answer them. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. What steps have been taken up to date to return 
these lands to the Bureau of Land Management—those which should 
be returned to them because of better or more economical use in their 
administration? 

Mr. Wooztery. Well, I think, Mr. Chairman, outside of the 200,000 
acres which we are now managing that very little effort has been made 
on our part to request that those lands be put under the management 
of the Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Has any effort been made to make a determination 
as to where the best administration of these areas would rest? 

Mr. Woozury. I do not believe there has unti) the reorganization 
of the SCS last spring. I really do not. believe we have made any 
studies, but maybe Agriculture has, and I cannot speak for them. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Would you like to help answer that question, Mr. 
Crafts? The question was what steps have been taken up to date 
to determine where these lands could best be administered which are 
to remain in Federal ownership? 

Mr. Crarts. Mr. D’Ewart, we are not very far along. The steps 
which have been taken to date are the formulation of this general 
policy which I have been describing and our present efforts which now 
are in the Secretary’s office, to issue invitations for applications to the 
various departments. These have not gone out, but I expect will 
fairly shortly, and Interior would be invited to apply for such of these 
Jands as it thinks should be transferred to its administration. 

Mr. D’Ewart. In talking with the Forest Service officials, I am 
sure they would like to hurry the transfer of some of the areas which 
have been given to them, to the Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. Crarrs. That is right. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Would the Forest Service under your policy be 
permitted to suggest those areas they think should be returned without 
the Bureau asking for them? That is, without the Bureau of Land 
Management asking for them? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes; we could recommend it to the Secretary’s Office, 
and the Secretary could recommend it to the Bureau of the Budget, 
even if the Department of the Interior did not ask for them. 

Mr. D’Ewart. My information, of course, is that the Forest Service 
is not very happy about the present situation. 
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The earlier the transfer of administration of these areas can be made, 
the better it will be for all concerned. 

Mr. Crarts. I think that is right, with respect to some of the areas, 
very definitely. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Is there anything which this committee can do to 
speed up that action? 

Mr. Crarts. I think the Department, Mr. Chairman, would be 
very happy to receive any views which the committee might care to 
present, and any recommendations or suggestions. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Do you have any questions, Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Saytor. I have no questions at this time. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Aspinall? 

Mr. Asprnauu. I have no questions. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Pillion? 

Mr. Pitui0n. I would like to ask one question, if I may. 

it is proposed here that in the transfer of lands to State agencies 
that the minimum price to be requested by the Federal Government 
for these lands is the original purchase price. 

Now, in view of the fact that the States and governmental agencies 
would have probably first choice, and preference on the most choice 
tracts of land, and in view of the fact that we have had a serious 
inflation situation, the United States Government first invested its 
money into these lands, and the United States Government has been 
required to pay the interest upon these lands for many, many years, 
would it not be possibly a fair proposition to require that the mini- 
mum here, instead of being the original price, be the original price, 
plus, perhaps, some amount of interest over the years , plus i improve- 
ments? The original purchase price might have been very low back 
in 1937 or 1938, or that number of years ago. 

It seems to me that it is sort of a giveaway program, to the localities 
if the yardstick of the original price is used. 

Mr. Crarts. Well, I would not comment on that, Mr. Pillion. In 
our discussions the theme has been that we are not anxious to make a 
profit on the lands, but if we can get suitable areas back in private 
ownership and negotiate a price commensurate with the land value 
but not less than the original investment, we would be all right. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. You would not want to take them back from the 
private owners, and then have to buy them back again, as we have 
done heretofore? 

Mr. Crarts. No, sir; I think the areas will have to be very carefully 
screened in view of present conditions, and I think it is going to take 
some time to work it out. 

I do not believe there is going to be much immediate sale or dis- 
posal, and I further believe in the meantime we ought to arrive at the 
most efficient way to manage the lands which we have now. 

Mr. Priuion. Of course, that is the big problem presently ; is it not? 

Mr. Crarrs. It is one of the problems, although there is a great 
demand for some of these lands. So, there is also an immediate 
problem of appraisal, and determining whether or not they should go 
back into private ownership. 

Mr. AsprnaLui. With the history which we have had in regard to 
this land, there is a possibility that you can have a repetition of 
exactly what happened during the 1930’s. 

I think we have an added responsibility this time to see that that 
thing does not happen again. 
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Mr. Crarts. I agree. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Dr. Miller? 

Mr. Miter. I have not been at all the hearings, but there is a 
phase of this which I would like to ask about, and if it has been covered 
perhaps you can brief me on it. 

The submarginal lands which were bought in the 1930’s are still in 
the hands of the Federal Government, and I am wondering what steps 
have been taken or what steps might be taken to get those submarginal 
lands back onto the tax rolls. 

I owned some land down in Colorado—640 acres of good wheat- 
land—and raised a considerable amount of wheat, but the Federal 
Government came along and insisted upon buying the land. In fact, 
I still have letters in my files saying if I did not sell they were going to 
condemn the land, and it was a question of either selling it to the Govy- 
ernment at that time or going through some condemnation proceedings, 
whose costs were to be assessed back to me, and I eventually gave up 
land which was producing at one time 30 bushels of wheat to the acre. 

How can we get that land back on the tax rolls, because I know 
there are many people who would like to buy it, and there are great 
blocks of that land in northern Colorado, and in western Nebraska, 
which were taken off the tax rolls under the guise of being submarginal 
land. 

Mr. Wooziry. Well, Mr. Crafts covered that pretty well before 
you came in, Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Mutter. I suppose he did. 

Mr. Wooztey. That is the present proposal; to determine which of 
these lands should be put back into private ownership and which 
should be retained in Federal ownership; and, if it is retained, how it 
can be best and efficiently managed. 

Mr. Mituser. Bills have been introduced on this subject. I 
introduced a bill which had for its purpose trying to get some of these 
lands back on the tax rolls. 

Mr. Wooz.ey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miuuer. The State needs it. This land was paying consider- 
able money. In fact, some of this land has some oi] wells on it now, 
and I find the Federal Government is rather reluctant to give up any 
of it. 

Some place along the line that ought to be done. In the first place, 
I do not think it ever should have been taken. I do not think that 
they should have told the people who owned the land “either you are 
going to sell it or we will condemn it for you and you will have that 
much more expense.” 

[ still have copies of those letters in my files, and it distressed me 
somewhat to see how long the Federal Government would hold onto 
lands which at one time produced 20 or 25 bushels of wheat, and which 
could do so again. 

Mr. Wooztey. I think that is the principal object of the pending 
legislation and the policy determination which the De _partment of 
Agric ulture made. I believe the former witness, Mr. Crafts, covered 
that pretty thoroughly, Dr. Miller, and I think it will be in the minutes, 

Mr. Miuuer. I will read the hearings to try to satisfy myself. 

Mr. Woozuey. Yes. 

Mr. Mituer. I hope that the departments of Government will 
make some progress in the returning of these lands to the tax rolls. 
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I think it ought to be done. It should not be difficult. It appears 
to me there is land there and people want to buy it. 

Mr. Pitii0n. There was some discussion, Doctor, just before you 
came in. That seems to be the third step. First it goes to the 
Federal departments and then the State agencies, and the third step 
is more or less to try to bring it back to private ownership. 

Mr. Miuuer. I think at that time they were trying to get this 
land in large blocks, which they did, more or less, and one of our 
neighbors had a valuable piece of land through which a creek ran 
and there was excellent moisture. He had quite a few cattle and 
sheep on the grazing lands, and he was forced to either sell or go 
through condemnation procedure. He said: 

What is the use? It is going to cost me too much to go through the other 
procedure, so I guess I will sell. 

He has written me several times since then. He does not want the 
land any more, but he has two sons who would like to go back down 
in that country and carry on. Yet apparently there is no way of 
getting ownership of the land he once had. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prost. Is this, Mr. Woozley, to be considered parcel by parcel, 
or in a complete group blocked off, as the chairman just spoke about? 

Mr. Wooztry. Well, Mrs. Pfost, it will be both ways. If we 
have a large block which can be administered along with State lands 
and private lands and if there should be some demand for that land 
in the large block, that is the reason why we would like to have our 
laws amended so that we can dispose of the BLM lands, lands we 
keep in the same manner as these Bankhead-Jones lands. 

Now, as the Chairman pointed out, we are limited to 1,520 acres. 
We would like to have this thing changed so that we could sell it 
in large blocks if it seems desirable to do so. 

On the other hand, in many instances it would have to be con- 
sidered parcel by parcel to fit in with the community needs. It is 
going to be difficult to just set down a definite statement which would 
not allow for elasticity, to sell it the best way it could be sold. 

Mrs. Prost. I was thinking particularly of correspondence I have 
received from people in Oneida County, in which they are presently 
using some of the Government lands. 

Mr. Wooztey. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. They would like to obtain private ownership. Is the 
majority of this land in Oneida County? I cannot quite tell from this 
small map. 

Mr. Wooz.iey. Yes, ma’am. That happens to be my home county, 
and I am very well acquainted with the several hundred thousand 
acres that were taken, some of which was submarginal and some of 
which was not; but it would fit in with the pattern of the land. 

As Dr. Miller pointed out, some people were more or less forced to 
sell due to economic conditions at that time. I am not attempting 
to speak for the Department of Agriculture, because they will dispose 
under the present law of the agricultural lands, but if we were to 
attempt to go back now and sell these parcels that are satisfactory 
and keep the others, it would set up a very unsatisfactory land pattern, 
so something on the lar ge scale will have to be determined. Certain 
areas will, no doubt, be ‘disposed of. Certain other areas which have 
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only very small tracts with value for agriculture will be retained. I 
think if we went parcel by parcel, as the people there want to do, the 
land pattern would be terrific and it could not be used to best ad- 
vantage. 

Mrs. Prost. But at least your recommendation is to dispose of it 
to the present user rather than the owner who adjoins? 

Mr. Woozuey. Well, to give him an equal opportunity, at least. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. Wooziey. Whereas under the present land laws if we were to 
sell as isolated tracts are sold the adjoining owner would have prefer- 
ence right. 

Mr. Sartor. There is just one thing I would like to ask. 

On the proposal made by the Department of Interior, in the state- 
ment of policy 5 (g), with respect to mineral values in the land, is the 
BLM attempting to follow the same pattern in selling land as set up 
here, or is there to be a different policy followed by the BLM in its 
disposition? 

Mr. Wooztey. It is about the same, Congressman. Where there 
are no mineral values apparent usually no reservation is made. If 
there has been an interest and it is found by geological studies that 
it does have values of leasable minerals the minerals are reserved. 
If it is found, of course, that the minerals which come under the 
Mining Act are involved, usually we try to arrive at a value. If 
that is such that they have not already been located, we try to arrive 
at a value and sell it to the surface owner. 

It would be in the main relatively the same. 

Mr. Saytor. What do you consider negative value? How much 
mineral would you have to have? Every tract of land has some 
stone on it somewhere or some place. It might even have a little 
pumice on it, or it might have any one of those things which could 
be classified as minerals. 

Mr. Wooz.ey. Well, we try to determine whether a prudent man 
would be justified in operating it for its mineral content. 

I would like to ask Mr. Lanigan if he has anything to add on that, 
if you will permit. It is a technical question. 

r. LANIGAN: It is a matter of judgment in each case. Of course, 
all lands have minerals. In determining, for example, whether the 
lands are valuable for oil or gas, the test is whether there is a possi- 
bility of making a profitable venture out of drilling there. 

Mr. Saytor. A great deal of that land out there, even in areas 
where you have never found any oil and gas, is subject to an oil and 
ras Jease. In disposing of that is a reservation for the oil and gas to 
be made, even though there has never been any discovered in the area? 

Mr. Lanican. Well, under the present law on public lands, if the 
applications are filed for oil and gas lease on open lands they are 
considered to be reported as valuable for oil and gas. Under the 
present law oil and gas is reserved when lands are reported to be 
valuable. 

If the lands are under homestead at the time the lease application is 
filed, or some other type of entry, a geological determination is made 
by the Geological Survey as to whether there is some chance of oi) and 
gas being found from the geologic indications. The tests vary some- 
what according to the factual situations. 
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Mr. D’Ewart. What you have had to say applies to those lands 
which may possibly be turned over to private ownership. Will the 
known presence of a mineralized area have anything to do with the 
determination of who will manage the lands, as among the Federal 
agencies? 

Mr. Lanican. I would say there is a possibility in some types of 
minerals that the surface has to be devoted entirely to the mineral 
production, or a Jarge part of the surface. Of course, it would be up 
to the Department of Agriculture to make the initial determination, 
but I should think they would consider that factor. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Wooztey. Thank you. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We have one more witness, Mr. Harrey McKittrick 
from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McKittrick, would you like to outline the position of the Bureau 
of the Budget in connection with the discussion we have had this 
morning? 


STATEMENT OF HARREY McKITTRICK, REPRESENTING THE 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. McKirrrick. I think the subject has been very well covered, 
Mr. D’Ewart. I do not have any prepared statement. I am at the 
committee’s disposal if there are any particular questions which 
pertain to the Bureau of the Budget role in this matter. 

Mr. D’Ewart. My understanding is that the President has turned 
over to the Bureau of the Budget his responsibility with respect to 
these lands. 

Mr. McKirrrick. That is correct, sir, by a recent Executive order. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. And the Bureau of the Budget will have final say, 
within the law, as to disposition? 

Mr. McKirrrick. Yes, sir; within the law. 

Mr. D’Ewart. As to whether the lands should be returned to 
private ownership. 

Mr. McKirrricx. That is correct, sir. Within fhe law, and, of 
course, within the administration policy as we understand it. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Are you largely in accord with the thinking which 
has been developed here this morning with respect to these disposals? 
When | say “‘disposals” I mean the transfer from one agency to another 
or to the State or to private interests. 

Mr. MecKirrrick. Well, sir, the Bureau participated, as the pre- 
vious witness has indicated, in the development of this draft bill 
which the Agriculture Department has presented to the Agriculture 
Committee. So far as the content of that bill is concerned we are in 
accord with it; yes, sir. 

The Bureau, of course, was involved in that to some extent, to try 
to harmonize the departments’ mutual and dovetailing interests. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Is the Bureau of the Budget prepared to act expedi- 
tiously in reshuffling the management of these areas so that the public 
interest will be better served? 

Mr. McKurrrick. Yes, sir. The initiative, of course, Mr. Chair- 
man, will have to come, as in all such matters, from the two depart- 
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ments concerned; the Department of Agriculture and, for example, 
the a nt of Interior. 

As Mr. Crafts indicated, they would normally look to an initiative 
from the Department of Interior indicating interest in receiving by 
transfer certain lands to add, for instance, to a Taylor grazing district. 
“ e in turn will look to the Agriculture Department to present to us 
by their initiative a proposed order. 

We are certainly prepared, as we always are on such matters, to act 
expeditiously, considering the views of the agencies interested. 

Mr. D’Ewant. I realize that the carrying out of some of this will 
require legislation. 

Mr. McKirrrick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. But I do feel quite strongly that the present location 
of management of some of these areas is not in the public interest, 
and you should immediately address yourselves to improving that 
situation, 

Mr. Mckuirrrick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I believe you agree with that. 

Mr. McKirrrick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. McKittrick, of course you had nothing to do 
with the President’s order turning this over to the Department of 
Agriculture. In view of the fact that much of this land is intermingled 
with the public domain, and a very small part of it is within the limits 
of national forests, I think it might be proper for the Bureau of the 
Budget to recommend that it all be transferred, except that part 
which is within the national forests at the present time, to the Bureau 
of Land Management, as a policy matter. They could transfer all 
except that part which is within the national forests or immediately 
adjoining the national forests. 

Mr. Mc KITrRIcK. Well, we considered very seriously and in mutual 
discussions with the two departments you noted, the question of how 
most efficiently and most economically these lands could be handled 
in the way that the policy of March 23 indicated the administration 
felt they should be. 

To the extent that these lands are disposed of by the Government 
to private ownership, we felt that it would be an unnecessary additional 
party to the transaction for the Interior Department to handle those, 
particularly where the Agriculture Department now has the staff which 
is acquainted, for instance, with the title problems involved, some of 
which I understand are quite difficult, as is normally the case. 

We also felt that the Agriculture Department, probably through its 
field activities, and field organization, was better equipped to know 
who some of the possible purchasers might be. 

This, of course, sir, anticipates the enactment of legislation which 
is still pending in the Agriculture Committee. To that extent it is 
somewhat speculative. 

We are hopeful that the legislation will eventually go ahead. ~ it 
does then we believe that the disposal problem is best handled by 
Agriculture, since, when we looked at the thing, they were in the 
business, and had the lands, and knew the situation locally. 

Mr. Saytor. I am a little concerned now, Mr. Mckittrick, by 
your statement that the Department of Agric ulture is best suited to 
handle the lands regarding disposition to people who might be inter- 
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ested. Is this to be done on a friendship basis, or is it to be done in the 
public interest? 

Mr. McKirrrick. No, sir; it is to be done in the public interest. 

Mr. Saytor. Well, then, in the public interest it does not make any 
difference who gets the land. 

Mr. McKirrricx. No. It is a matter sometimes of developing a 
large amount of interest so that the public interest in the maximum 
return for beneficial use is achieved. I would not want to have 
anyone read anything along the lines you suggested into that, Mr. 
Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. I would say any agency of the Government, new or 
old, which was given the job of disposal of upward of 7 million acres 
of land in a great many of the States would have sufficient publicity 
given to it, and that it would not make any difference which agency 
handled it, so far as interest is concerned. 

Mr. McKuirrrick. Well, it is, of course, true that there is a problem 
of familiarity with the title. 

Mr. Sartor. That is a lawyer’s job. That does not worry me 
at all. 

Mr. McKuirrricx. We felt it desirable, sir, to minimize the num- 
ber of new people added into the transaction. That was one of the 
factors that entered into it, of course. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, the problems which the Bureau of 
Land Management now has with the handling of real estate are just 
as complex as any the Department of Agriculture has with the 
Bankhead-Jones lands. 

Mr. McKiurrrick. Yes, sir 

Mr. Sartor. Any lawyer who has to handle either one of them, 
who knows anything about real estate, can be taken into either one of 
the agencies and if he is worth his salt will within a very short period 
of time be able to solve these problems. So I do not think, very 
frankly, having been a lawyer and having spent a great deal of my 
time working on real estate, that that is to be given any weight 
whatsoever. 

I hope the Bureau of the Budget has a great deal better answer as 
to why they want to keep it in the Department of Agriculture than 
the mere fact that the lawyers might be familiar with the title prob- 
lems, because the lawyers might all be gone tomorrow, in both agencies. 

Mr. McKirrrick. Well, sir, I think there is one thing which has 
not been brought out here yet, Mr. Saylor. Under this draft bill 
there would be an arrangement whereby any tract or groups of tracts 
of lands which it might be desirable to transfer prior to this cleanup 
date of 5 or 10 years, or whatever it might be determined to be, after 
mutual discussion between the Departments of Agriculture and 
Interior, for instance, could be transferred at any time within either 
the 5 or 10-year period; which would permit the adjustment of this, 
handling it as the evidence indicated it could be most economically 
and most efficiently handled. 

Mr. Saytor. If I am correct in recalling Mr. Crafts’ testimony, that 
can be done at the present time. 

Mr. McKirrrick. Yes, sir; but at the present time there is not 
authority for the sale to private owners. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Mrs. Pfost. 
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Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Thank you very much, Mr. McKittrick. 

Mr. McKoirrricx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I would request the unanimous consent of the com- 
mittee that these statements which have been presented be made a 
part of the record at the point they were presented. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. With the consent of the committee I will request 
that this hearing this morning be printed. I think this is a matter of 
great interest to we who live in these States where there is a large 
amount of these lands. 

I believe the information that has been presented would be helpful 
in considering the problems before us. I think the printing of the 
record this morning will aid materially in going forward with the plans 
we have for final disposition as to management and otherwise of the 
lands. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I want to thank you all, because this is an important 
matter. It will be a problem for legislation in the next Congress. 

Thank you very much. The committee stands adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 11:53 a. m., Monday, July 26, 1954, the hearings 
were concluded.) 
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